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MS. NEWMAN: Good morning. | want to wel cone
you here today for this public meeting on EPA’ s
proposed ruleto |l ower the reporting threshol ds
for | ead, under the Toxics Rel ease | nventory.
| ve got... Well, nmy name is Anmy Newman. |’ m
t he Acting Branch Chief for the TRI Regul atory
Devel opment Branch at EPA. And |’ ve got Tom
Boer fromour Office of General Counsel, at the
US EPA here with me, and Cody Rice, who is the
econom st that worked on this proposed rul e,
t he econom c anal ysis for this proposed rul e.

| want to thank you again for taking
thetime to attend this neeting. We're | ooking
forward to hearing your conments on t he pro-
posal. But before we begin, we had prepared
just a fewslides to give you sonme background
ontherule, if that would be hel pful to
people. | was going to give sonme background on
t he | ead proposal, and Cody was goi ng to summ-
rize his econom c anal ysis, and then we will go
ahead and hear your comments. Actually, |
shoul d ask first, we had two peopl e who i ndi -
cated they were interested in giving fornmal
comments, or providingtestinmny, Janmes
Twer dahl and Jonat han Parfree, | don’t knowi f
| " msaying that right, fromPhysicians for So-
cial Responsibility, are there other people
here who wanted to provide... Okay. 1’11l just
write down your name [unintelligible]. Youll
be thirdif it’s okay. And your nane was
what ?

MALE VO CE 1: W name i s Marvin.
The | ast name i s spelled S-A-C-H...

MS. NEWMAN: Oh. [’ve got it here.



MALE VO CE 1: Also, | calledin.

MS. NEWMAN: You may have called in
yesterday or ..l don’t know. Okay.

MALE VOI CE 2: Denni s Maggi .

MS. NEWMAN: Okay. Great.

MALE VO CE 2: [unintelligible]

MS. NEWMAN: Okay. AlIl right. And
I f anybody el se deci des... Oh, go ahead. Your
name i s?

MALE VOI CE 3: [unintelligible]

MS. NEWMAN: Okay. We’'ll go ahead
with giving sonme of the background for you, and
then we’' || start after that, with James
Twer dahl . One of the nost i nmportant things
first, isto give you guys the bathroomcodes
I f you need to use the nen’s and | adi es room
The | adies roomis 1414. And the nen’s room
s 2..you have to press 2 and 4 at the sane
time, right? And then 1? Okay. Two and four
at the same time, and then press one.

Before | Iaunch into the background
onthe lead rule, | just want to nmention, and
many of you may al ready know this, back in
January of this year, January of 1999, EPA pro-
posed arule to add certain persistent and
bi oaccumul ati ve toxic chem cals to the Toxics
Rel ease | nventory, and al so proposed to | ower
the threshol ds for those newPBT s onthe |list,
and for some of the PBT's that are currently on
thelist. And we | owered the reporting thresh-
ol ds to 100 pounds for persistent and toxic
chem cals, and to 10 pounds for highly persis-
tent and highly... Oh, I said that wwong. |I'm
sorry. For highly persistent and hi ghly



bi oaccumul ati ve chem cals, we lowered the re-
porting threshold to 10 pounds. We | owered it
to 100 pounds for persistent and

bi oaccumul ati ve chem cals. Inthat proposal,
we di d not propose to | ower the reporting

t hreshol d for | ead; however, we did request
coment on that subject inthat rule.

After proposing that PBT rule in
January, we’ ve obt ai ned sone addi ti onal infor-
mat i on which | ead us to determ ne that it was
| nportant tol ower the reporting threshold for
| ead because it’s highly persistent and highly
bi oaccunul ati ve, so we proposedthisrulein
August of 1999, to |l ower the reportingthresh-
old for lead. A lot of the provisions inthe
rule tolower the threshold for | ead are pretty
much the same as you would see in the PBT
rul emaki ng. So we basically are treating | ead
as anot her one of the PBT's. We did actually
finalize the rul emaking, | owering the threshold
for PBT's at the end of Oct ober of this year.
Anyway, we’'re still inthe coment period for
the | ead proposal. The comment period cl oses
December 16'", and we’ re obvi ously hol di ng
t hese public neetings in order to obtaincom
ments on that rule. And we’re al so seeki ng
written comments on the vari ous aspects of the
rul e that we’ve requested conments on. So | et
me j ust go t hrough some of just the general
background on t he rul e.

Basically, inthis rul emaki ng, we' ve
proposed to | ower the reporting threshol ds for
| ead and | ead conmpounds. We’ve al so nodi fi ed
t he applicability of the FormA, whichis a



sinpler reporting formthat we have under TRI.
Basically, we’'re proposing not to allowthe use
of FormA for reporting of | ead and | ead com
pounds. We are al so proposing to elimnate the
de mnims exenption and the range reporting
t hat we have for ot her chem cals on the TRI,
under this proposal. Also under this proposal,
we're requiring the reporting of all rel eases
and ot her wast e managenment quantities that are
greater than a tenth of a pound. And we are
limting the reporting of | ead whenit’s con-
tainedin stainless steel, brass, or bronze
al | oys.

Inthis slide, we’ve just basically
sunmari zed t he avai |l abl e data on t he persi s-
tence fate, and t he bi oaccunul ati on data for
| ead and | ead conmpounds. Lead is highly per-
sistent inthe environment, and under many en-
vironmental conditions, it’s bioavail abl e.
Thi s bioavailability of lead inthe environnent
s confirmed by the data on the bi oaccunul ati on
of Il ead in aquatic organi snms, and i n humans, as
aresult of the environmental exposure. Then
t he data t hat we have, indicate that lead is
hi ghl'y bi oaccunmul ati ve i n several aquatic spe-
cies. There’'s also a consi derabl e anount of
I nformati on on the accumul ati on of | ead i n hu-
mans, including children who are nost suscep-
tibletothe effects of | ead. So overall, the
avail abl e data just support the concl usi on t hat
| ead and | ead conmpounds are hi ghly persistent
and hi ghly bi oaccunmul ative. As | nmentioned,
when we devel oped the PBT rul e, we deci ded t hat
compounds t hat were highly persistent and



hi ghl y bi oaccunul ati ve, we woul d reduce t he
reporting thresholds to 10 pounds. So that’s
what we’re proposing to do for | ead here.

Basically, the rational e behindthe
| ead rul emaki ng, and t he rul emaki ng on ot her
PBT' s, is that these conpounds are hi ghly per-
si stent and hi ghly bi oaccunul ative, so any re-
| ease canresult in elevated concentrations in
t he environnment, and i n organi sms. And as a
result, there can be adverse effects, both on
human heal t h, and t he environment. Looking at
t he bi oaccunul ati on data and t he persi stence
data for | ead and the other PBT' s, EPAfelt
that it would be appropriate to | ower the re-
porting threshold to something closeto zero
for those conpounds that are hi ghly persistent
and hi ghly bi oaccumul ati ve. But because of the
great burden that that coul dinmpose on report -
ing facilities, we decided to use a 10 pound
reporting thresholdinstead, to make it nore
reasonabl e.

Just toreiterate some of the other
provi sions of therule, aside fromjust | ower -
ing the reporting threshol d, agai n under this
rule, we are proposingto elimnate the de
mnims exenption, as we’ve done for the ot her
PBT' s, under the final PBT rule. For those of
you who aren’t famliar withit, the de mnims
exenption, under TRI, allows facilitiestoig-
nore certain quantities of toxic chemcalsif
they' ' re present in m xtures at established de
m nims concentration |l evels, and that’ s 1%f or
nost chem cals. It’s .1%for carcinogens on
t he OSHA carci nogen | i st. And again, the pro-



posed rul e excl udes | ead and | ead conpounds
fromthe alternate threshold of 1 mllion
pounds t hat we establish for using the FormA,
so that woul d not be avail able for facilities

t hat are reporting on |l ead now. Also, the rule
states the facilitieswll berequiredtore-
port numerical val ues, and not ranges, for | ead
and | ead conpounds, and t hat again is a change
fromthe current TRI requirenment for the other
toxic chem cals onthe list. And again, the
rul e states that all rel eases and ot her waste
managenment quantities greater than atenth of a
pound of | ead or | ead conpounds be reported,
provi ded that the facility manufacturers, pro-
cesses, or otherw se uses nore than 10 pounds
of | ead or | ead conpounds annual ly. And under
our current requirements, a half a pound or

| ess, can be rounded to zero when you're re-
porting under TRI, so we’ ve changed t hat re-

qgui renment .

Finally, as | nmentioned before, we're
proposingtolimt the reporting of | ead when
it’s containedincertainalloys, stainless
steel, brass, and bronze. The reason for this
I s that EPA has several petitions, andis in
t he process of eval uating sone petitions that
address this i ssue of reporting onleadin cer-
tain alloys. Or actually... ["msorry. The
petitions are actually broader than that. They
address the i ssue of howmetal is containedin
certain alloys, specifically stainless, brass,
and bronze, howthey shoul d be reported under
Section 313. And given that we're in the m dst
of that eval uation, we t hought it was appropri -



ate not to make any changes to the reporting of
| ead that’ s containedinthose alloys at this
point. So the | ead containedinthose alloys
will still be subject tothe current reporting
t hr eshol ds of 25, 000 pounds for manufacture or
process, and 10, 000 pounds for ot herw se use of
t he chem cal .

Sothat’s it in a nutshell. And Cody
isgoingtotry to summarize the economc
anal ysis. And one of the reasons that we're
focusing some onthat, is that there have been
a number of concerns raised inthe last few
nont hs regardi ng t he econom ¢ anal ysi s, and t he
potential impacts of the rule on small busi -
nesses. For those of you that got the Federal
Regi ster notice, or the other notice onthe
rule, we are particularly interestedin hearing
about this issue of small busi ness i npacts, and
of course other comments on the rul e as wel|.

But anyway, | will turnit over to Cody.
MR. RICE: Hello. M nane is Cody
Rice. |I'’man econom st in EPA’s Office of Pol -

| uti on Preventi on and Toxics. The topic of ny
tal k t oday, as shown on this overhead, “Com
menting on the Econom c¢ Anal ysis of the TRI
Lead Proposal .” The reason that |’ mmaki ng
this presentationtoday, isthat |’ mthe person
who' s responsi bl e for the econom ¢ anal ysi s of
t he proposal, and I’ mal so one of the fol ks
who' || be review ng the conments on the pro-
posal. And |I’'d like to start off by saying

| mreally | ooking forward to your comments,
since you fol ks have experience reportingto
TRI, or experience using TRI data, and we hope
to benefit fromyour experti se.



There are four main topics for ny
presentation today; they' re shown onthis over-
head. The first is, “VWhat is the Purpose of
t he Econom ¢ Anal ysis in the Rul emaki ng Pro-
cess?” The second is, “VWhat are the Maj or Com
ponents of the Econom c Anal ysi s?” The third
I's, “How Can t he Public Contribute to the Eco-
nom ¢ Anal ysis?” And finally, “What are the
Potenti al Areas for Public Conment in the Eco-
nom ¢ Anal ysis?” | hope to nove through t hese
t opi cs qui ckly so we can get straight to your
coments today, and | expect this' || take about
ten mnutes. If you have any questions, |||
be glad to take themafter the presentation, or
after your conments.

The first topicis, “What is the Pur-
pose of the Econom c Anal ysis.” There are
t hree mai n reasons t hat EPA conducts an eco-
nom ¢ anal ysis for a proposed rule. The first
Istoprovide information during the rul emaki ng
process, on the benefits, the cost, and t he
di stri butional effects of options that are un-
der consi deration. Secondly, an econom c
analysisisrequiredto neet the requirenents
of various statutes and executive orders. And
finally, the econom c anal ysis serves toinform
t he public of data and met hods that EPA i s us-
i ng, offering an opportunity for coment, and
offering the public a chance to provi de nore
i nformation inthe process, so EPA can make
better deci sions.

The next topic is, “What are the Ma-
j or Components of the Econom ¢ Anal ysi s?” So
i f the econom ¢ anal ysis is supposed to bring



I nformati on i nto the rul emaki ng process, what
sort of information are we tal ki ng about ?
There are four mai n conponents of the econom ¢
anal ysis. As shown on the slide, these are
estimating the nunber of effected facilities,
whi ch i nvol ves predi cting the number of TRI
facilities that will report as aresult of the
proposed rule. Inthis case, we have esti mat ed
t he nunber of additional reports that EPA woul d
receive, at four | ower reporting threshol ds for
| ead. So we | ooked at a 1000- pound t hreshol d,
a 100- pound t hreshol d, a 10- pound t hreshol d,
and a 1- pound threshold, totry to determ ne

t he nunber of additional reports that EPA m ght
get. | should point out that TRI facilities
are found i n manufacturing industries, as well
as electricutilities, petroleumbulk term -
nal s, and a fewother SIC codes. | should

poi nt out that TRl reporting does not conme from
construction or contracting firms, dentists,

pl umbers, or individuals who use | ead. There’s
acertainclass of facilities that are subj ect
to TRl reporting. At the 10 pound reporting

t hreshol d, we esti mated t hat about 15, 000 f a-
cilities would file newreports on | ead and

| ead conpounds. Of these, we estimate t hat
about 5,100 woul d be fromfacilities filing
their very first TRI reports. | shoul d point
out, inthe econom c analysis, weidentifieda
number of i ndustries for which we didn’'t have
enough i nformati on to make a quantitative esti -
mat e of t he nunber of additional reports. And
we’' ve asked for a comment on that in the pro-
posal .



The next area of the econom c anal y-
sis, isestimating the cost of the proposal.
And t hi s was done by appl yi ng our esti mat es of
t he nunber of hours it takes to report to TRI
for afacility, tothe nunber of effected fa-
cilities, and to the wage rates at those fa-
cilities. | should nmention here that facili -
ties areonly requiredto use readily avail abl e
i nformati on or reasonabl e esti mates, in report-
ing. The rul e does not i npose any additi onal
testing, nonitoring, or anal ysis requirenents.
At the 10- pound reporting threshold, we esti -
mat ed i ndustry costs of 116 mllioninthe
first year, and 60 mllion in subsequent years.
We t hi nk that reporting costs decline as fa-
cilities become nore famliar with the report -
I ng requi rements as ti me goes on.

The third areais estimting the dis-
tributional effects of the proposal, whichin-
vol ves assessing the potential effects on m -
norities, lowincome popul ations, children, and
smal | econom c entities, such as smal | busi -
nesses. We have found that in the rul es that
require industry totake some action, inthis
case, report rel eases and ot her wast e nanage-
ment of | ead and | ead compounds, the potenti al
I mpact on smal |l busi nesses often receives the
nmost scrutiny. To assess the potential inpact
on small entities, we | ooked at what t he poten-
tial impact of filing one TRI report woul d be
onfacilitieswithten or nore enpl oyees, these
arethefacilities that would berequiredto
report. To do this, we nodel ed the revenues of
smal | and | arge conpani es i nindustries that



are likely toreport. We then conpared our
estimate of reporting cost at the conpany
| evel, to esti mates of revenue for typical
smal | and | arge conpanies with | ow, medi um and
hi gh revenues. Based on thi s met hodol ogy, we
didn’t find any i nstances of small or | arge
conpani es t hat woul d be af fected at an i npact
| evel of greater than 1%of revenues. This was
not really a surprise, given that the proposal
requi res a maxi mumof a single report per fa-
cility, that no additional testing or anal ysis
s required, and that facilities are not re-
qui red to change any producti on processes.
They’'re only required to report, and that the
very smal | est facilities, thosewith fewer than
10 full time enpl oyees, are exempt fromreport -
I ng.

The final areais estimting the ben-
efits of the proposal, which invol ves descri b-
ing the type of informati on that will be re-
ported, as well as the potential users of the
i nformation. Over tinme, the Toxics Rel ease
| nventory has proven to be one of the most pow-
erful tools, frompowering the federal govern-
ment, state and | ocal governments, industry,
academ cs, environnental groups, and the gen-
eral public, toparticipatein aninformed dia-
| ogue on t he environmental inpacts of toxic
chemcals inthe US. TRl enables interested
parties to establish credi bl e baselines, to set
realistic goals for environnmental progress over
time, and to measure progress in meetingthese
goal s. OQur assessnment of the potential ben-
efitsisaqualitative assessnent, not a quan-



titative assessnent. In other words, we' re not
able to assign a doll ar value to the benefits
of each additional report, inthe sanme way t hat
we have assigned a doll ar value to the cost of
each addi ti onal report.

Well, | hope you're all still awake
after that riveting description. The next
topicis, “How Can t he Public Contri bute to the
Econom c Anal ysis?” |t woul d be very hel pful
tous if the public could coment on the dat a,
t he assunptions, and t he met hods t hat we used
i nthe econom c anal ysis. Basically, anything
In the econom c analysisis fair game for pub-
lic comment. Andif you have any i nformation
t hat woul d hel p i nprove our assessnent of the
effects of the proposed rule, either the cost,
t he benefits, or the inpacts on small busi -
nesses or other small entities, | strongly urge
you to share that with us today, and in written
comment s.

| ' mhopi ng that most of you who have
an interest inthe details of the econom c
anal ysis, were able to obtain a copy, either
fromEPA s website, or fromthe EPCRA hotl i ne,
before this meeting. And if you haven't, and
you have access to the Internet, you can get a
copy at the URL that’s listed on this slide up
here. And this Internet address and t he phone
number of the EPCRA hotline can al so be found
inthe text of the notice that announces this
publ i c meeti ng.

MS. NEWMAN: And this also has... The
ruleis there, and all the other TRI stuff too.



MR. RICE: Right. Exactly. The rule
I's al so avai l abl e at this website, and ot her
things related to t he proposal.

MS. NEWMAN: Does anybody still need
t hat up?

MR. RICE: Finally, I'"dlike to nove
into a description of some areas in the eco-
nom ¢ anal ysi s that you may wi sh to address in
your comments. As | said before, thislist is
not exhaustive. You may want to | ook at the
notice for this meeting, and at t he proposal
itself, for other potential areas of coment.
The first potential comment area i s the nunmber
of effected facilities. We would Ilike to know,
are there additional types of facilities ef-
fected by the proposal that we haven’'t identi -
fied, what sorts of activities involvinglead
are undertaken at these facilities, are these
activities common, and howmany facilities con-
duct these activities. And finally, howmuch
| ead i s used or rel eased by facilities of vari -
ous sizes inthis industry. |f you have infor-
mati on of this sort, that we haven't identified
yet, it would really help us assess the number
of effectedfacilities.

Internms of the cost of the proposal,
has EPA correctly characteri zed t he nunber of
effected facilities, and the number of first
time filers; are there other data t hat EPA
shoul d consi der; based on your experience with
TRI, howlong does it take to prepare a report,
what factors influencethis; are activities
nore, or | ess conplicated at small facilities;
I's there somet hing t hat we shoul d consi der



about the cost of the proposal, in terms of
smal | versus large facilities. Interns of

di stributional inpacts, what are t he revenues
of small firms with facilities that would be
required to report; are there ot her data t hat
EPA m ght use to estimate the revenues of these
firms; would arulethat requires reporting on
one chem cal, using readily avail abl e i nforma-
tion, or reasonabl e esti mates, have a signifi -
cant econom c i npact on smal | busi nesses with
ten or nore enpl oyees.

Internms of the benefits of the pro-
posal, what are t he benefits of increased | ead
reporting inyour comunity, if you have any
specific examples that you' d like to share with
us; arethere TRI facilities inyour conmmunity,
for which you have no information on | ead re-
| eases and wast e managenent, due to t he current
threshol d | evel s or exenptions; inthe absence
of I egal requirements, do you findthat facili-
tiesarew llingtovoluntarily provideinfor-
mati on on chem cal rel eases; do you think that
facilities can reduce | ead pol lution effec-
tively, without evaluating their current re-
| eases and ot her wast e managenent techni ques;
do you think this information shoul d be shared
with the public; doyou think that additional
reporting onl ead and | ead conpounds under
EPCRA woul d be val uabl e to the users of TRI
dat a.

Finally, and this is ny | ast slide.
Interms of burden reduction, do you have any
recommendati ons for reduci ng the burden on
smal | busi nesses; shoul d EPA exenpt smal | busi -



nesses fromreporting on |l ead, and if so, why;
shoul d we exenpt reporting on certain quanti -
ties of |lead at | owconcentrations; if so, why;
shoul d we sel ect anot her t hreshol d ot her than

t he one t hat was proposed, the 10 pound t hresh-
ol d, and any reasons for that. And with that,
|1l conclude ny presentation. If you have any
guestions, |I'd be glad to take them And if
you woul d |'i ke a nore detail ed expl anati on of
any part of the econom c analysis, I'll be

avai | abl e during breaks, and after the nmeeti ng.
Thanks.

MS. NEWMAN: Okay. | think the first
person we have, is M. Twerdahl. Do you m nd
speaking up there, since we’ve got the mcro-
phone for this court reporter?

MR. TWERDAHL: Good norning, I'’mJim
Twerdahl. | amthe Presi dent of Col oram cs,
whi ch i s a conpany t hat manuf actures ceram c
gl azes, using | ead and | ead conmpounds, under
t he brand nanmes Mayco and Ceram chrome. Our
products are sold to hobbyists, to schools, to
artists, to potters, andto all sort of people
that i ke to practice ceram cs as a hobby.
Ceram chrome i s a 60-year-ol d conpany. Next
year, Mayco will be 50 years old. But the
combi nati on of these two conpani es, our total
conpany still qualifies as a small business
under the SBA guidelines. | amalso hereto
represent our customers. And we sell to about
335 distributors whointurn sell to about
10, 000 home studi os that have kil ns, and do
ceram cs at home. | amal so the official rep-
resentative fromthe Contenmporary Ceram ¢ St u-



di os Associ ati on that has about 240 nenbers.
And t here are about 1000 Cont enporary Ceram c
Studios inthe country today, inadditionto
t he 10, 000 traditional ones.

| msorry I don’t have a nore formal
prepared statement, but | only found out about
t his a coupl e of weeks ago, vi a anot her trade
associ ation, through the Soci ety of G ass Deco-
rators. And | think there would be a |lot nore
peopl e here, had there been nore notice, and if
compani es | i ke ours, and trade associ ati ons had
been notified that this was even under consi d-
eration.

The use of | ead-bearing gl azes is
al nost as ol d as recorded history. You know,
pottery was found in the tombs of Egypt, in the
caves of China and France. We you have Thanks-
gi ving Di nner, if you used your grandnot her’s
china, | would al most guarantee that it was
manuf act ured usi ng a | ead- bearing gl aze. And
yet, you're all still alivetotell the story.
Lead i s used in the manufacture of gl azes, to
give glaze finishes avery snmooth cl ear sur -
face. And it isrequired, toget really rich
deep reds and oranges and yel | ows, and ot her
colors. We would not have the Mona Lisa, or
t he Cystei ne Chapel ceiling, if we did not have
|l ead in art materials. As you may know,
there's a specific exclusionintheregul ations
regardi ng t he manuf acture of house paint, that
exclude art material s specifically because
people finally realized t hat we woul d not have
great works of art inthe world if we did not
have | ead- beari ng products.



Very i mportantly, inmy 10 years in
this industry, and in my conpany, 60 years, we
have never heard of one |l egiti mate case of en-
vi ronment al damage bei ng done by our i ndustry,

I nthe use of | eaded gl azes. In Ceram chrome’s
60 year history, it has never been involved in
a product liability suit. Mayco has been in-
volved in a couple, but both of those we be-

| i eve were fraudul ent attenpts by peopl e who
extort money frominsurance conmpani es, and from
manuf acturers, who have had no basisreally, in
fact. It’s a very, very safe hobby, and has
had virtually no environmental inmpact. And our
position, | thinkis, if there has not been a
probl emthat has been created, why are we i m
posi ng potential reporting requirenments when

t he probl emdoesn’t exist inthe first place?

Per haps you need alittle bit nore
understanding internms of howceram c gl azes
are used. The vast majority of our products
are soldin 2-ounce jars, and 4-ounce bottles.
So we’ re not tal ki ng about great things where
t here can be bi g massi ve cl eanups and spills,
and ot her ki nds of things. Consuners take
these little jars of paint, and paint themon
ceramcs, and then fire themin a kiln. And
the vast majority of those firings are done in
a way that the FDA then says those products are
perfectly safe to use for food and ot her
t hi ngs, even t hough t hey do have some rel ease
of | ead over time, especially if they are hol d-
I ng the aci di c conpound zoen [ phonetic]. But
t here have been mllions and mllions of pieces
made every year, ceram c pi eces, decor at ed



gl ass and ot her things, using | ead-based com
pounds that are in use by all of us in our
homes everyday, w thout any negative environ-
ment al i nmpact, and wi t hout any real adverse
heal th i mpacts. |If you were to neasure the
sewer outflows in schools, andin potter stu-
di os, and ceram c hobbyi st studi os, and contem
porary studi os, | woul d al most guar ant ee you
t hat you coul d not measure an i ncrease i n the
amount of lead intheir waste water, versus
ot hers, because they use | ead conpounds i n
their facilities. Thereis avery, very small
amount that i s required when you're cl eaning
out a brush, or scraping some off of a pallet.
Lead i s found as a trace element in
al nost everything that we use. And in fact, we
do not call our non-toxic gl azes | ead-free,
even t hough our certified toxicologists have
said we certainly could call theml ead-free,
but we do not because there are trace el ements
of lead in them And when we started thinking
about the trace el ements, virtually any busi -
ness t hat uses a great deal of water inthe
processi ng of its products, woul d probably now
have to report because of the eli m nation of
the de mnims rules. | was talking to a cl ay
manuf acturer, and even our own manuf acturer of
gl azes, every glaze that we make i s made with
water. There is lead in the water that we get
fromthe city that we manufacturer our products
in. And over the course of a year, we’'d have
ki nd of a “back of the envel ope” cal cul ati on,
and we think that we’re getting nore than 10
pounds of | ead per year fromthe city, in the



wat er used i n our manufacturi ng.

Al so, the ability to measure lead is
al nost i mpossi ble. And the definition of how
to measure it is also very, very difficult. W
have vari ous | ead compounds where t he | ead has
been encapsul ated so it is not rel eased, and is
t heref ore not bioavailable. Sol don’t know
how you nmeasure t he di fference bet ween
bi oavai | abl e | ead and non- bi oavail able Il ead in
a normal commerci al setting. W produce about
30 batches of gl azes a day, that’s about 6000 a
year. Totry to neasure the | ead content in
each one of those woul d be an i ntol erabl e bur-
den. The custoners that we sell to that use
| eaded gl azes in their busi ness, either as the
base gl aze that has col or, or as a cl ear gl aze,
to finish, are probably all using in excess of
10 pounds a year because it’s suspendedinliq-
uid. Nowif you were to drink massive quanti -
ties of thisliquid, they would become toxi c,
and all of the bottles are | abel ed with appro-
pri ate heal th warni ngs. But again, there have
been virtual Iy no substanti ated i nci dences of
t here bei ng any probl ens.

You ask about the number of people
t hat woul d have to report for the first time.
| believe inour industry alone, it would be in
t he t housands, because there are t housands of
peopl e t hat were even bel owyour horizonin
terms of understandi ng the uses of | ead. And
I f you add the gl ass decorators to that, and
the fine art materials peopletoit, the people
t hat make oi |l paints for doing canvas, and so
on, you' re tal king about a huge nunber of art-



| sts and studi os, and ot hers, that you woul d be
puttingin.endangeringtheir livelihood. If it
truly woul d cost about $7,000 a year to do the
reporting, that is greater than the profit of
virtually all of the customers in our industry.
Even if there were studios that were doi ng
$700, 000 a year ... The average contenporary st u-
di o, for exanple, we did a survey | ast year, it
is $162, 000 i n annual revenue. Now many of
t hose still have ten enpl oyees because they’'re
part time enpl oyees. They hire a |l ot of col -
| ege kids, and so they come and go. There are
virtually none over three-quarters of am| -
| ion. Traditional home studios, there are
probably none with revenue over $100, 000. But
t hey have all used | eaded gl azes safely for 60
years. Evenif the $750, 000 m ni numtarget was
observed, and you said it would only cost 1%
t hat 1% woul d be $7,500. And even if one of
our businesses coul d make 10%on t heir sal es,
t hat woul d represent 10%of their profits, and
| don’t know any of themthat make t hat much
noney. So it would be an awful | ot more than
t hat, denying themboth, of their Iivelihood,
because t hese are pretty small, struggling
busi nesses. | nean you’ ve heard about starving
artists, that’s areal story. But it would be
a massi ve ampunt of their profits, andit also
woul d deny t he gover nnment and | ocal agenci es
tax dollars on those profits, and everythi ng
else. So it is adding a burden, and in ny
opi ni on, wi thout any real benefit.

So to conclude, therereally are no
envi ronment al probl ems as aresult of | eaded



art materials that "’ maware of. They are safe
touseif just commonsense is foll owed. Leaded
art materials, bothin manufacture, and in use
by consumers, are safer than the vast majority
of things you'll find under your kitchen sink,
they are a | ot safer than the vast majority of
t hings that you'll findin your medicine cabi -
net, and we don’'t report on the use of those
t hings. And sure, we don’t believe areporting
requi rement isrequired at all, and this whol e
t hi ng shoul d be revi ewed very carefully. Thank
you.

MS. NEWMAN: Okay, we have Jonat han
Parfree. |s he here yet? Hadn't signed in?
Ckay. Marvin...

MR. SACHSE: Sachse.

MS. NEWMAN: Thank you. Sachse.

MR. SACHSE: Good nmorning. M nanme
I's Marvin Sachse. |’ma state |icensed profes-
si onal engi neer, | SO 14000 auditor. | repre-
sent a small electronics assembly house. |
have managed printed circuit board fabrication
facilities, and |l work withthe CaliforniaC Cir-
cuits Association. It is our opinionthat
changing the reporting threshold for | ead wil |
dolittletoinmprove the public Ri ght-to-Know
I nformati on associated with this program The
cost of accounting cannot be justified, consid-
eringthelimted threat tothe environnent and
human heal t h, associated with i ndustrial | ead
usage. The US EPA, | RI S dat abase, which is on
toxicity, indicates that | ead has not been
guantified as a human carci nogen. Leadis a
naturally occurring el ement, and i s avail abl e



toall eco systens. Reporting it does not
change its persi stence or presence, and avail -
ability tothe environnment.

The question | have, has the EPA
anal ysi s on the bi oaccunmul ati ve aspects of
| ead, consi dered the pat hways i n which | ead can
har m human heal th, and the environment? It is
not absorbed dermally, or by inhalation. It’s
pri mary met hod of entry to the body, inrepre-
senting human health risk, is by ingestion.
Has any study denmonstrated that the | ead ab-
sor bed frombi oaccunul ati on has been rel eased
by i ndustrial purposes, or fromthe naturally
occurring el ements that have | eached fromt he
soil, through stormwater runoff? Have we re-
ally traced that thisis anindustriallyre-
| eased el enent that isinthe environment?

| do not see the advant ages of havi ng
afacility toreport that they have used 10
rolls of sodder inthe el ectronics assenbly
area. This seens to be i nconsequential in
ternms of representing any formof human heal th
risk. Certainly leadis prolificinthe envi-
ronment; are we going to have to start report-
I ng car batteries in our autonobiles, which
have approxi mately 20 pounds of | ead? They
t oo, can pose the sane risk, as with | ead used
I n sodder. The focus hereis that theleadis
not bei ng exposed to the workers, it’s inthe
environment, in a public Ri ght-to-Knowform
Certainly the “25, 000 pound annual I y” nunber
all of the sudden bei ng reduced down to 10
pounds a year, puts it inthe category as being
managed as an acutely hazardous waste. Leadis



not an acutely hazardous waste. Certainly, in
terms of risk to the environment, and t he need
for public Right-to-Know, there appears to be
littl e advantage, or i nportance, in decreasing
the threshold for | ead reporting. Thank you
very much.

MS. NEWMAN: Thank you. Dennis
Maggi .

MR. MAGGI: Good nmorning. My nanme is
Dennis Maggi. |’ mthe Executive Director for
the |PC-California Circuits Associ ation. |PC-
Californiarepresents over 400 menmber conpani es
t hat manufacture printed wiring boards, and
attached el ectroni c conponents, such as com
puter chi ps to bare boards. This industry na-
tionally empl oys over 330, 000 peopl e, and ex-
ceeds over 23 billionin sales, andis a vital
conponent to the US econony. Currently, these
boards are used in a variety of el ectronic de-
vi ces that include conputers, cell phones,
pacemakers, and sophisticated m ssil e defense
systenms. This industry, again, isvital tothe
US economy. Over 95%of the | PC- CCA menbers
are consi dered smal | busi ness by t he defi ni -
tion. If this regulation was inposed on our
I ndustry, it would require alnost all of the
conpanies toreport for the first time, at an
esti mat ed cost of $7, 000 per year.

Currently, the IPCis working nation-
ally on reducing thelead inthe computer
boards itself, and sowe’'retryingtoregul ate
our own i ndustry. And we feel that a | ot of
what t he EPAis doing, would significantly im
pact our ability to continue that effort. Un-



fortunately, given the |l ateness of the noti ce,

| call ed several of our menmber conpani es, and
had themto come and testify today as wel|.

And unfortunately they were unabl e to, given

t he holi day and everything. But | have asked
themto forward me conments, so that | can then
make sure that they re forwarded to you as
well. Again, | would just like to stress that
I f infact this regulation was i mposed, that it
woul d consi derably i npact the smal |l busi nesses
herein California, with the proposed require-
ments to report to TRI. Andthat’s all 1'd
have t o say.

MS. NEWMAN: Just one question. Can
you talk just alittle bit nmore about what it
I's that you re working onto reduce the lead in
your ... | think you saidin the conponents.

MR. MAGGI: Well, IPCjust held a
nati onal conference in M nneapolis, specifi-
cally on | ead-free conponents. And what we are
tryingtodois, we'retrying towork with the
I ndustry in California, and gl obally, to reduce
the | ead that i s contained on electronic wiring
boards. And we’'re trying to find other conpo-
nents, other than |l ead, to make t his work.

MS. NEWMAN: Does it appear there are
good substitutes?

MR. MAGGI: 1’'d have to get back to
you on that. Unfortunately | wasn’t able to
attend the conference, but Holly Evans, whois
our |l egislative anal yst, and works very cl osely
with the EPAin Washi ngton, woul d have nore
I nformati on on that, and | can definitely ask
her to provide that to you.



MS. NEWMAN: Leonard Levin.

FEMALE VOI CE 1: He stepped out.

MS. NEWMAN: Oh, did he step out?
Okay. Were there other peopl e who have cone in
since we first started, who would |ike to tes-
tify? Great. And for people who haven't
signed in, before youleave, if you woul dn’t
m nd signing inonour sign-in sheet.

[ speakers signin]

MS. NEWMAN: Okay, thank you. W' ve
got Leonard Levin.

MR. LEVIN: |’ mLeonard Levin, Pro-
gram Manager for Air Toxics Health and Ri sk
Assessnent at EPRI in Palo Alto. EPRI has re-
vi ewed t he techni cal basis for EPA’' s proposed
| isting of | ead as hi ghly persistent and hi ghly
bi oaccumul ati ve. And our comments that will be
submttedinwiting, arerestrictedtothe
techni cal basis for that classification. W
find EPA’s cl assification of | ead, to be..highly
per si stent and hi ghly bi oaccunul ative, to be
seriously inerror, based on a revi ew of the
technical literature that we have done, and
t hat apparently EPA has not done. The cita-
tions listedinthe proposed rul e maki ng, ap-
pear to end in 1983, except for afewcitations
tosumary literature that follows that. And
t hey have apparently therefore m ssed nuch of
the further progress on studies of lead in
aquatic systens. Aquatic systens are of inter-
est because that i s where bi oaccurmul ation wil |
t ake pl ace. There’s no evidence of
bi oaccumul ationinterrestrial systenms. Andin
fact, we have evidence that | ead upt ake by



plants results in | ower concentrations inthe
fruit and veget abl e parts of the plants, than
It isinthe soil surrounding the plant.

The probl emfor persistenceis
clearly one of definition. EPA has chosento
redefine the biological termof biological per-
sistence sothat it takes inthe entire envi -
ronment, without regardto the conpartnents
wi thinthe environment, including organi sns and
their conpartments. Inthe ecol ogical sense,
persi stencereferstothe length of time an
el ement or conpound i s avail abl e to an organ-
Ism or is retainedin an organi smor an eco-
| ogi cal conmmunity. By definition, therefore,
all crustal elenents, such as | ead and nmercury
and others, would fall intothe definition of
persistence in EPA’s definition. But inthe
sense of persistenceinaparticular conpart-
ment, | ead has very little evidence for being
persistent inconpartnments of i nterest.

| will summarize EPRI’ s techni cal
findings. These will bereportedinwiting by
t he due date for these. There are four in
nunber. First, the use of a bi oaccumul ation
factor for leadis inappropriateinlight of
recent met hods and data. EPA has relied on
ol der references concerning | ead, some of these
cal cul at ed bi oaccunul ati on factors based on
bi ased measurenents of | ead in water. The work
of Clair Patterson of Cal Tech, and his stu-
dents, have shown t hat many of these earlier
measur enents of | ead, mercury, and ot her sub-
stances i n aquatic systens, were biased hi gh by
detectionlimt problenms with sanpl es and net h-



ods, and by contam nation t hrough the sanpling
met hod. The use of clean suits and cl ean

gl oves devel oped by Patterson and Bil |

Fitzgeral d and others, has resulted in better
measurenents, | ower | evels. Because of that,

It woul d appear, fromthe use of the earlier
dat a, as EPA has done, that what appeared to be
| ow bi oaccunul ation factors, would result in
toxic |l evels of |l ead i n organi snms, when in
fact, the denom nator in these bi oaccunul ati on
factors is a high number, giving you a | ow BAF.
That hi gh number is actually a much | ower num
ber when better net hods are used. The result
s that since the toxicity is a function of the
numer ator, the absolute | evel of | ead that the
organi smtakes in, it woul d appear that | ow
BAF' s will give you hightoxicity, and that is
I nfact not the case.

Secondl y, the BAF, bi oaccunul ati on
factors, and bi oconcentrati on factors on which
EPA has reli ed, are based on i nappropri ate ex-
peri mental design. These numbers are deter-

m ned fromexperinments in controll ed tank set -
tings, or mcro-eco systens, and require that

t he organi snms be dosed with | ead | evel s, repli-
cati ng what m ght occur in natural waterways.

I n natural waterways, field datathat we cite,
extensively over the |l ast 20 years, shows field
| evel s of 2 to 70 nanograns per liter of | ead.
The experiments cited by the EPA, use 20 to
1100 m crograns per liter, that is 4to 6 or-
ders of magni tude greater. And the result is

t hat even at | ow bi oaccunul ati on | evel s, and
certainly for higher ones, one gets toxic | ev-



els. But the experiments have been carri ed out
at very highlevels.

Third, | ead has not been shown to
significantly bioaccunulatein foodfish. And
that is, for the nost part, food fish are t he
organi sns of interest, inadditionto shellfish
t hat are consunmed by humans and ani mals. Data
I ndi cat e t hat a hi gher atrophi c-1evel organi sm
such as a hi gher | evel fish, have progressively
| ower bi oconcentration factors, and
bi oaccumul ation | evel s, than | ower | evels.

This i ndicates that | ead, as one nmoves up in

t he f ood web, progressivelyis clearing from
the organism Thisis aconpletely opposite
sense fromthe use of | ead as bei ng defi ned as
hi ghly bi oaccunul ative; infact, it is not, in
food fish. And fourth, is not significantly
persistent in aquatic organs, using nowt he

cl assic accepted definition of persistence.
Measur es of doses i n organi sns i ndi cate t hat

| ead i s not persistent in biological conpart -
ment s; and t hus, does not constitute an in-
creasedrisk to these organi snms, or those t hat
consume them When the change in definitionis
taken into account, and in fact thisis a
change in EPA’ s definition of persistence, from
earlier use, and ot her sections of the Water
Quality Act, it woul d appear that | ead does not
fit its definition of highly persistent and

hi ghly bi oaccumul ati ve, and t hat any | evel s of
reporting based onthat, require re-exam na-
tion. We will be devel opi ng... W have devel -
oped these fairly extensively, alongwith a

l ong |'i st of references t hat postdate 1983,



whi ch was apparently the end of EPA’ s | ook at
theliterature, to showthe basis for these

statements. And that will be turned i nt o EPA
i nthe next several weeks.
MS. NEWMAN: Thank you. | think we

have Tom.. Is it Martin?

MR. MARTI N:. Good norning. M name
Is TomMartin. |’mthe Legislative Chairman
for the Smal | Manufacturers Associ ati on of
California. W have approxi mately 1000 members
t hroughout the state, nostly smal|l manuf actur -
ersinthe metal working industries, and ot her
I ndustries as well. And | don’t have anyt hi ng
formal, but | did want to make some comments on
the fact. We’'re very concerned, our organi za-
tionis very concerned when you | ook at a
$7,000 cost toreport. It’s atrenmendous bur-
den, and this burden is not going to create new
j obs. \When you're dealing with small manuf ac-
turers, many of our members are | ucky to have
10 enpl oyees, 10 to 15, 20 enpl oyees. So they
don’t have anybody who' s goi ng to be avail abl e,
who’ s going to be professional, andis goingto
be knowl edgeabl e on howto prepare these re-
ports, so the manager i s going to have to take
on t hat burden. The manager is the owner.
And t he owner has ot her responsibilities if
he’s trying to maintain his business. But in-
stead, he’'s going to have to devote a number of
hours, and be concerned that he’ s goi ng to make
errors inthese reports that couldleadto
fines and penalties. A lot of our menbers do
not use | ead, but a | ot of .sone of themdo.
Certainly sonme of themuse | ead solder. A ot



of our menmbers are i nvolved inthe aerospace
I ndustry.

We're concerned that this type of a
requi renment, regul ation, reporting regul ation,
wi | | encourage many nore conmpani es to nove of f -
shore, or across the border. 1t’s so nuch
easi er when you don’t have to put up with the
types of regul ati ons that we are constantly
bei ng bombarded with herein California, and
t hroughout the nation. We're concerned t hat
each newregul ati on becones a spear ai med at
t he heart of the small manufacturers in Cali -
fornia, and the US. We viewthis reporting
requi rement as anot her opportunity for bounty
hunters to attack and extort frombusi nesses,
especially smal |l businesses who don’t have at -
torneys on staff, or attorneys on retainers.
And just for your information, as a concl usi on,
this county, itself, has alead program And
i nthat | ead program they are requesting em
pl oyers who machi ne | ead- beari ng products, i.e.
brass, to run bl ood tests on a regul ar basi s,
sinmply for machining it. So you can see how
this is going to extend once we get to the
| evel of 10 pounds, then the county can go af -
ter those enployers with 10 enpl oyees, and 10
pounds. It’s going to become a wave. We
strongly reconmmend agai nst it. Thank you.

MS. NEWMAN: Okay. Thank you.

Dani el Cunni ngham

MR. CUNNI NGHAM Hi. M name i s Dan
Cunni ngham |’ mExecutive Director of the
Met al Fi ni shing Associ ati on of Southern Cali -
fornia. | don’t have any formal presentation



either. Wewill be submttingwitten coments
t hrough Al Collins and Kristen Ri ctor out of
our Washi ngton DC policy group. But our asso-
ciationrepresents 160 netal finishing conpa-
nies in Southern California. W' rethe | argest
affiliate of the National Associ ati on of Met al
Finishers. Virtually all of our menbers are
smal | busi nesses, by the SBAdefinition. And
we’' re very concerned about the cost of this
proposed rule. There will be alarge econom c
| mpact on our members, and a heavy paper work
burden on t hese smal | conpanies. W' ve used

| ead in this industry safely for over 100
years. Lead is... In hard chrome plating, an-
odes are placed in the side of a tank, to help
t he solution throw-on. And one anode wei ghs
about 20 pounds. So this 10 pound rule... And
there’ s several anodes i n each tank, and t hen
sonmetimes there’s more than one tank in a shop,
soit captures virtually everybody. And yet,
the discharge limt to the |local POTWs, is 2
parts per mllion of | ead. And none of our
member s have ever had a probl emneeting t he

| ead di scharge requi renment, because t he wat er
goes through a waste treatnent systemat the

pl ant, and then it goes on to the POTW where
It’s treated. So there s virtually... The re-

| ease is very mninum And this rule seens to
target the small businesses, with the eli m na-
tion of thede mnims rule, and the | oweri ng
from25,000 to 10 pounds... You know, the big
guys that were over 25, 000 pounds are al ready
captured, and this seens toreally get al nost
anyone who uses any amount of | ead t hroughout



t he year.

So we think the thresholdis too | ow,
and we think that there should be a de mnims
exenption. And there has been no | ead probl em
inthis industry ever. |’ve beenin the indus-
try 20 years, and there’s never been a problem
So again, youw ll be getting the written com
ments fromour staff i n Washi ngton, and t hose
are our comments. Yes.

MR. RICE: Could you tell usalittle
bit nore about the anodes that are used. Are
t hose... Do t hose anodes contain | ead, or do
t hey contain trace amounts of | ead, or...

MR. CUNNI NGHAM I n hard chronme pl at -
ing, they'relike..they're solidlead, ripple
around, anodes t hat are probably 90%I| ead, 70
to 90%I| ead, something like that. Lead-tin-
antinony type conposition. They’'re very heavy.
And they' re | ead, and they have a hook on t hem

MR. RICE: And how prevalent is the
hard chrome pl ati ng anong your nembers? 1|s
this a comon process?

MR. CUNNI NGHAM [t’'s fairly comon.
Well, it’s usedin hard chrome and decorative
chrome. So probably 40%of our menbership uses
| ead. And then there are sone | ead, and | ead-
tinplating operations, which are..and gal vani z-
I ng operati ons, which are not that preval ent,
but they are out therein the industry.

MALE VOI CE 4: Anodi zed.

MR. CUNNI NGHAM And anodi zed.

MALE VO CE 4: Anodi zed [i naudi bl e] .

MR. CUNNI NGHAM Yes. You're right.

MALE VOI CE 4: [i naudi bl e]



MR. CUNNI NGHAM Yes.

MS. NEWMAN: Do you have any sense
f or maybe what percent age of the busi nesses in
your i ndustry already report under TRI ? Or
putting it the other way, you know, what per -
centage woul d be newly reporting to TRI because
of this rule?

MR. CUNNI NGHAM Al ot of them be-
cause of some of the chem cal s that they use,
al ready report sone of the | arger quantity
chemcals. 1'dsay this... Probably only about
hal f of themreport. But this would virtually
capture the other half. And there are prob-
ably... According to AQVD, there are probably
500 metal finishers in Southern California, of
whi ch we have 160 nmenbers. So there are a | ot
I n Southern California. |t would capture a
| ar ge percentage of the i ndustry.

MS. NEWMAN: Okay, thank you. Eric

Jensen.

MR. JENSEN: Good norning. |’mrep-
resenting Hal steel, I ncorporated. W basically
are the epitome of a small business. | have

come here today with one of my technici ans out
of the conpany, which me and hi mbei ng gone,
pretty much t akes away 66%of our whol e mai nt e-
nance departnment, engi neering departnments, ev-
erything else. We are a very new conmpany.

This is our third anniversary this nmonth. W
manuf acture nails. By the amount of steel that
we go t hrough and produce..or we are not produc-
i ng yet, we are | ooki ng at produci ng our own
wire. To get into this second aspect of it,

we get into the quantities of high carbon and



| ow carbon steels, where the |l ead contents wil |
vary init. Currently, talking with some of
the rod suppliers, they' re sayingit’s approxi-
mately 60 parts per mllion, content onit.
But that will al so change, due to t he hardness
of the steels, a 10-18 steel, a 10-10 steel.

We have started as a smal |l conpany.
We’ re working up, we’'retryingto go through
and conpete alittle nore stronger with foreign
mar ket s, overseas mar kets, by hel pi ng produce
our own wi re, by reduci ng our costs so we can
become nore conpetitive inthe marketpl ace.
This year, by the amount of people that we
have, the amount of people that we have in
charge to do the additi onal operating expense,
t he reporting expense, the proceduresonit, it
makes it very difficult for a small busi ness.

To get i nto anot her aspect of this,
of thewire[unintelligible] process that we're
| ooki ng at, that will take away fromthe cost
t hat we can reduce our product by also. A
nai | manufacturer is very limted on what you
can sell. Anail is anail. W have to pride
ourselves on the quality of it. |If you have
sonmebody comng in fromforeign markets, over-
seas markets, something |i ke that where they
can bring the price down alittle nore... The
business is very fickle. W try to get what
we can, with the quality that we have, but
priceis abigfactor inside every purchase.
We, again, were informed very |l ate. That’'s why
we don’t have as nmuch representation here as
needed. It’'s just, tothe additional factors
of it, the only way it would come into effect



with us, is the anount that we woul d be pur-
chasing as rawmaterials. It is not a netal
that is going to be sent out into the atno-
sphere by a | ot of the processes. W go

t hrough, and cut a nail; we put in a plastic
collation strip; we sendit to a supplier; he
sells to an end user; they nail it into a

pi ece of wood to build our houses; andit’s
encapsul ated there, fromthere on. Sothisis
still an additional one where we’'retryingto
go t hrough and hel p | ower our costs, to be nore
conmpetitivewith the |l arger conpani es. Every
little setback | i ke this does go through and
hurt us that nmuch more. That’'s pretty much
what | have, because like | said, a point from
an end user, froma very small busi ness. So

t hank you.

MR. RICE: It sounds |like the conmpany
is very small. Do you have nore than 10 full -
time enpl oyees?

MR. JENSEN: Yes, we do. We have
grown every year, al nost by 2-fold. W' re up
to approximately 45 full-ti me enpl oyees now.
But by havi ng those enpl oyees, that has hel ped
us be conpetitive. We'retrying to go through
and hel p out in the market, and gai n more of
t he market, but... The extralittle step-backs
keep pushi ng us, and make us deci de whet her we
want to expand nore, to hire nore people, to
continue with the expansi on process.

MS. NEWMAN: Thank you. Martha
Arguel | o, are you ready? Okay.

MS. ARGUELLO: MWy nane i s Mart ha
Arguello. | represent Physicians for Soci al



Responsibility, a national organi zati on of over
20, 000 physicians. Herein California, we have
3,000 menmbers. We fully support the EPA s pl an
tolower the threshold reportinglevels for

| ead. We believe that increasingthe public’s
right to know, all ows us to make i nformed deci -
si ons about where we live, the water that we
drink. As physicians, our primary concernis
to do no harm We support EPA’'s furthering
policies of taking a precauti onary approach, as
we do not know all the science, and there is
still debate about the full health inmpacts of

| ead i n our water and our soil. Further, we
feel that exposureto lead, particularly inlow
I ncome communi ties that are surrounded by in-
dustri al areas, poses a significant health
threat for multiple routes of exposure, and so
we fully support the EPA’ s proposed pl an.

Thank you. We’ || be preparing witten docu-

ments that we'll send to you.
MS. NEWMAN: Okay. Thank you very
much. |f anybody does have a copy of their

testimony, it would probably be hel pful to our
st enographers here. But if not, hopefully
we’' ve captured it all. Were there other
peopl e... Was t here anybody el se who wanted to
speak? | think there was... Did you have ques-
tions? There were al so sonme questions, | be-
| i eve. Go ahead. Yeah.

FEMALE VO CE 2: He'll need togoto
t he podi um or we won’t get himon [unintelli-
gi bl e].

MS. NEWMAN: Yes, do you m nd goi ng...
| msorry. Do you m nd going to the podi unt?



FEMALE VO CE 2: And if they could
say their nane.

MS. NEWMAN: Yes. Okay. And if you
couldjust identify yourself so that they can
get that al so.

MR. PEEPLES: M nanme i s Bob Peepl es.
And | guess | had two questions, as | ong as
| ”ve got to come up here. Oneis, is there a
| abel i ng requi rement of some ki nd, that’s goi ng
to hel p support the de mnims.the | oss of the
de mnims quantity exenpti on? MSDS s don’t
report lead at de mnim s quantities, and
t hey’ re not basing their definition of de m ni-
m s quantities on your rule. So |’ mwondering
how we woul d gat her that information in order
t o make an i nformed deci si on on whet her or not
we need to report, without any | abelingre-
quirenents with that.

The ot her was... | guess | sort of got
| ost inthe whole.the | ogic of the persistence
and bi oaccunul ati on being the reason for regu-
| ati ng, and maybe you can fill me in on... Go-
i ng through your slides, | was able to substi -
tute carbon for lead in every one of them and
t hey were valid. And certainly conpounds |ike
cyani de and car bon nonoxi de, are far nore
acutely toxic than any | ead conpounds. So |
was sort of | ost on why that became an i ssue,
why per si stence and bi oaccunul ati on potenti al
became an i ssue, “Because there’'s alot of it,
it’s therefore dangerous.” And there wasn't a
| ot of addressing toxicity or dose response.

By t he same token, you know, the same car bon
anal ogy, |’ mwondering why netallic | ead was



evenreally addressed. Certain |l ead conmpounds
are toxic, but insolublelead comounds woul d

be much Il ess... It sort of |ooks |ike we took a
broad brush, and just said, “Well, let’s just
take all the lead.” And that woul dn’t work,

agai n, you know, for things |ike carbon com

pounds. There’ s just so many conpounds, it’s
hard to do that kind of broad brush. | won-

der ed what approach t hey t ook.

MR. BOER: My nane i s Tom Boer,
again. |I’man attorney for the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel at EPA. | nean | don’t work in
t he program but | can speak briefly about the
| abel i ng requirements and i ssues. And | think
this is addressed alittle bit nore inthe pro-
posal itself. Under the proposal, there are no
changes to the | abeling requirenments. EPA
doesn’t have authority to make changes to t he
OSHA r egul ati ons, so EPA can’t, obviously, make
changes to what’ s requi red under t he MSDS’ s.
The i nportant thingis to understand the frame-
wor k of how EPCRA reporting is required, in
t hat you're only... As was st ated before, you're
only required to use reasonabl e esti mates, or
readily avail able informationin final reports;
you don’t need to do additi onal testing or
moni toring. And the informationthat seemedto
be avail abl e, was that in some i ndustries,

t here was additional information beyond i nfor-
mati on t hat was bei ng provi ded on MSDS’ s, but
bel owde m nim s | evel s of what quantities were
present for a variety of chem cals, including
| ead. So basically, the situation that EPA was
trying to address here, was that if an industry



has readi |l y avai |l abl e i nformati on, perhaps be-
cause they already nonitor, or it’s just wi dely
known what percentage of | ead may be in some
type of m xture. This proposal would require
the i ndustry to use that informationto report,
and t hey woul d not be able to take de m ni m s.
However, if the concentrationis bel owde m ni-
m s, and you have no readily i nformation, and
you are unabl e t o make reasonabl e esti mat es,
you woul d still not be required to report, and
woul d not be able to be held accountable for a
failuretoreport, for I evels that are bel ow
the current de mnims | evels. Does that hel p?

MS. NEWMAN: That’s on that one. Do
you want ne to try to address the ot her one?

MR. BOER: Yes. Why don’t you.

MS. NEWMAN: | can try. |’mnot sure
| have the answer. [unintelligible] conpletely
under st ood your ot her question, or if I ... 1'm
not sure | can answer it totally, but regarding
how we... | think your question was really how
did we sort of pick | ead, and maybe how di d we
pi ck the other PBT' s, or the subject of the
ot her rul emaki ng that | nenti oned.

MR. PEEPLES: Well, it'’s lateinthe
game to debate [unintelligible]. That part,
[unintelligible] conpletely. But I wondered
why t hey just did a broad brush, [unintelli-
gible] inall-Ilead conpounds.

MS. NEWMAN: Oh. All-1lead conmpounds.

MR. PEEPLES:. [unintelligible]

MS. NEWMAN: You know, I’ mactually
not that famliar with the science. What'’s
t hat ?



FEMALE VO CE 2: 1'msorry. Could
you repeat that?
MR. PEEPLES: | only repeated what

had.

MS. NEWMAN: Yes.

FEMALE VOI CE 2: Okay.

MS. NEWMAN: Okay. The question was
why di d we address all | ead compounds, rat her
t han just | ooking at certain ones, | guess.
And unfortunately, | really don’t knowt he an-
swer to that. | was going to say that there

are... \\hat | was going to say, is that there
are..you know, a | ot of compounds on t he toxics
rel ease i nventory, and ot her ones that aren’t
onit, that are persistent and bi oaccunul ati ve.
We weren’'t able to | ook at all of those com
pounds. And so the PBT rule that we didis-
sue, really is.reflects a subset of PBT' s t hat
are out there, and PBT's onthe list. They
were t he ones that we had avail abl e data on.
Soit’s possible that the Agency, at sone

poi nt, woul d consider listing other PBT' s, or

| ooki ng at the ones that are currently on the
list, toseeif they warrant a | ower threshol d.
So, this may not be the end of our review of
PBT' s, and what we may do with themw th t he
toxics rel ease i nventory. But that doesn’t
addr ess your specific questiononlead. Tom
do you have any i nsight on that?

MR. BOER: | can address a little bit
of it I think. 1’man attorney, so... |’ mnot
a scientist, or atoxicologist, sol can’t get
too detailed, but I think | can address a
little bit of your question, whichis in order



to belisted onthe list of toxic chem cals
subj ect to EPCRA, Section 313, a chem cal has
to be toxic. So before EPA can eval uate a
chem cal for alower threshold because of it’s
persi stent and/ or bi oaccunul ative characteri s-
tics, it has to neet thetoxicity criteriathat
I's required by Congress, due to statute. So
| mkind of starting at the top of... I think
t he concerns you rai sed were t hat any chem cal
that EPAis going to evaluate to | ower thresh-
ol ds for, because of its persistence or
bi oaccunul ation, it has to have met the toxic-
ity criteria, either through the addition of
t hat chem cal by EPA, to the EPCRA Secti on 313
| i st, or because Congress put that chem cal
onto the EPCRA Section 313 |i st.

| don’t think | can talk too detailed
about the bioavailability issues. | can say
t hat my under st andi ng of the bioavailabilityis
t hat bioavailability ultimtely goes to toxic-
ity, not to persistence or bioaccumul ati on.
And if the chem cal is not bioavail able, so
It’s unable to expressitstoxicity, there’'s
al ready a mechani smavai |l abl e t hrough t he net al
policy that EPA publishedinthe Federal Regi s-
ter, topetition EPAto de-list that conmpound
entirely fromEPCRA Section 313 reporting. So
It would not only not be subject to the | ower
t hreshol ds, but it woul dn’t be subject tore-
porting at the higher threshol ds either, since
it would be off of the list because it wasn’t
avai |l abl e to express any toxicity.

MS. NEWMAN: Are there other ques-
tions?



MR. TWERDAHL: | amstill very un-
clear as to the benefit that society in general
will receive fromthis additional reporting
requi rements. | mean there’s a... I n business,
one of the maxinms i s, “Don’t devel op newre-
ports unl ess the val ue of the informationthat
you' re going toreceive nore than justifies the
cost of obtainingit.” And | have not really
under st ood what the real benefits of additional
reporting, especiallyinthese very small quan-
tities, would be.

MS. NEWMAN: Of course one of the
dil emmas of TRI, is that we don’t... One of the
reasons for TRI, is that you don’t have infor-
mati on out there, so that you know... Obvi ously,
t he reason we’re asking for thisinformationis
It’s not avail able right now Soit’s hard to
know i n advance what i nformati on you' re goi ng
to receive. But there has been a |l ot of con-
cern expressed over the years that the report-

i ng threshold for.the TRl reporting threshol ds,
especially for persistent bi oaccunul ative toxic
chem cal s, are too high, and that the publicis
m ssi ng sonme key Ri ght-to-Knowi nformation
about these conpounds that persist inthe envi-
ronment for along period of tinme, and t hat

bi oaccunul ate. So we feel that it’'s inportant
for people to obtain that information. As

Mart ha Arguel | o poi nted out, there are people
that liveinhighly industrialized areas that
are subjectedto alot of different toxic
chemcals, andit’s inportant for themto know
where they’re com ng from But as Cody poi nt ed
out, you know, one of the things that we are



| ooki ng at is not only the cost of this
rul emaki ng, but also the benefits, andtothe
extent that we can get i nformation frompeopl e
t hrough t he public conment peri od about the
benefits of the rule, you know, what ki nd of
rel ease reporting we may be seeing, that will
hel p us in our final evaluation of howto pro-
ceed on this rulemaking. Soit’s alittle hard
to say.

MR. TWERDAHL: May | give you an
anal ogy? Here inthe State of California, we
have a thing call ed Prop 65. Every grocery
store, every hardware store, every gas station,
every bar, virtually every establishment of all
ki nds, have to have Prop 65 warnings. And in
t heory, they sound |li ke they make good sense.
The public has totally absolutely tuned out.
People totally ignore them They have no val ue
because t hey are such a part of everyday life.
And wi t hout ... If we continue, as a society,
doi ng t hi ngs that make no sense, and have re-
ports for the sake of having reports, and go on
fishing expeditions because we hope we’ re goi ng
tofind sonmething, it’s a huge cost to society.
And | think it’s a huge m st ake because we’ ve
become oblivious toit. W just don't care
anynore. And that we ought to be focusing on
the things that arereally inportant rather
t han on things that are relatively mnor. And
| think that the... Fromthe testinmony |’ ve
heard t oday, froma whol e vari ety of different
I ndustries, we'retryingto create a problem
t hat doesn’t exist. We'retrying to chase
wi ndm | | s.



Ther e have been | egiti mat e probl ens
over the years, but we tend to then expand on
them and make themnmuch worse than t hey were
initially. | mean the asbestos cases, and t he
breast i npl ant cases, and all sorts of other
t hi ngs, are perfect exanpl es of where there has
been massi ve, massive overkill by well -nmeaning
people, and we’'re trying to correct probl ens.
| mean the original problemwith | eadin paint,
inlowincome housing, is avery serious prob-
| em And | understand that the reason i s, that
| ead, when it’s encapsulated in paint, is very
sweet. And so if there are children who do
not have adequate diets, and so on, and t hey
get a hold of paint, and eat it, it’s a treat
tothem and it can become highly toxic. And
It is absolutely worthwhile that we eli m nate
all of those kinds of hazards. But you can
carry it to an extreme, and | think thisis
t he case where we’'re absolutely carryingit to
extreme. And | hope this testinony fromall
t he peopl e here today, and all these very di -
verse busi nesses and wal ks of live, really in-
dicate that. And | hope you all will take it
very, very seriously inthinking about what
real ly makes sense, andis this information
really valuable, will it really be hel pful to
someone or something, or it’s just nore bureau-
cracy that’ s going to cost all of us nore
noney, perpetuate government. We needto fig-
ure out ways of elimnating these kinds of
t hi ngs rat her than having nore of them End of
political statenent.

MR. RICE: We will take those com



ments on the benefits, or perceived | ack
t hereof, very seriously. W' ve gotten coments
on both sides of the issue. During the PBT
rule, | believe that we recei ved... What was it,
over 20, 000, 30, 000 comments fromi ndi vi dual
citizens about their perception of benefits of
| ower reportingthreshol ds, and actual ly aski ng
for | ower reporting thresholds. So we’'ll con-
si der that very carefully.

MS. NEWMAN: Ot her questions?

MR. MCDANI EL: My nanme i s Paul
McDaniel. | work for the Navy, up in Ventura
County. And we reviewed the rule, and for-
war ded some comments to our chai n of command.
Since the governnment is requiredto report as
If it were a mnufacturing entity, we’re drawn
into TRl reporting. We figuredthat virtually
every major facility would end up reporting.
Or at the very | east, calculating to see
whet her t hey reach the 10 pound t hreshol d for
| ead. | had two questions. One, Leonard
Levin’s comments aside, if EPreally believes
| ead t o be a persistent bi oaccumul ative
toxic.is there areason that you addressed it
separately fromthe PBT rule? And would that
mean t hat you're still fl exible about the
t hreshol d? Secondly, withregardto Jim
Twer dahl’ s questi on about t he useful ness of TRI
reporting, have you consi dered applying a dif-
ferent de mnims where, for example, with com
busti on of coal, the | ead ends up being dis-
tributedintothe atnnosphere?

MALE VOI CE 5: [unintelligible]

MS. NEWMAN: Yes.



MALE VO CE 5: [unintelligible]

MS. NEWMAN: Why don’t you repeat
t hat about the de mnim s.

MR. MCDANI EL: Okay, the second ques-
tion. | guess we viewthe total |ack of a de
m nims of any kind as increasing the burden of
cal culating the threshol ds, and of course re-
porting. And we were wondering whet her you had
considered applyingade mnims differently
when t he process using the |l ead is one |i ke
combustion, where it is goingtodistribute...
Say, coal combustion distributes |leadintothe
at nosphere, in some amounts. And that, to us,
seens to actually perhaps nerit renmoving the de
mnims, or greatly loweringit, whereas ot her
uses probably don’t merit have no de mnim s
what soever. So if you could respond to those
two questions. Thank you.

MS. NEWMAN: Your first question
about why we addressed | ead separately, we did
actual ly ask for coment in the PBT proposal,
on whet her or not we shoul d be addi ng | ead.

At the time of the proposal, or as we were de-
vel opi ng t he proposal, we didn’t have all the
data that we did a little bit later. So we
actually got some newdatain, follow ngthe
proposal, that suggested to us that we really
ought to add that tothe list. So in terns of
whet her or not we're still flexible, thisis a
proposal, and we are going to be consi dering
coments. So, yes, | guess we're still flex-

I bl e.

Oh, okay, and the different de m ni -
ms. | wasn’t intimately i nvolved in the ac-



tual rul emaki ng, and t he deli berati ons, but |
don’t think that we consi dered a different de
mnims for different... | don’t think we' ve
ever considered different de mnims for dif-
ferent kinds of rel eases, right? The Congress
established a definition of areleasetothe
environnment, and we have not ever sort of

pl ayed around with different rel eases, and es-
tablishing different de m nims.

MR. MCDANI EL: [unintelligible]

[ Start Tape 2]

MR. BOER: Well, thede mnims is...
The removal of the de mnim s exenptionis one
of the areas that the Agency has asked for com
ment on. You know, in terms of evaluating dif-
ferent de mnims options if the Agency were to
choose a different de mnims level. |t would
hel p, i n your comments if you coul d suggest
what that | evel woul d be, and what the rati o-
nal e woul d be for applying it to one process
ver sus anot her process. |f you could just be
as specific as you caninyour written com
ments, that would help us. But |ike Any sai d,
for both of these i ssues, thisis a proposed
rul e, and at this point, we’'re taking coments
on all the i ssues that were brought up, and are
consi dering any coment that’s subm tted.

MS. NEWMAN: Are there ot her ques-
tions? O anybody el se want to make any com
ment? Well, we'll be... W're avail able if any-
body has.wants to ask us anything. Oh. Go
ahead.

MR. MCDANI EL: [unintelligible]

MS. NEWMAN: Article exenption.



MR. MCDANI EL: The article [unintel-
ligible].

MALE VOI CE 6: Can you repeat the
question?

MS. NEWMAN: Oh, okay. The question
was, inthe case of the gentleman fromthe nail
manuf act uri ng conpany, Hal steel, woul d he be
exenpted fromTRI reporting because of the ar-
ticle exemption. Right? | don’t think so.

MR. BOER: | think we would have to
have nore i nformati on about exactly howt he
process works, to be able to know. |’ mnot
quite sure that fromwhat | understood about
t he process, | could answer that. What do you
t hi nk, Cody?

MR. RI CE: Maybe you coul d just tal k
about ... Can you tal k about the article, |Iike
| ar ge pi eces?

MR. BOER: | cannot [unintelligible].

MS. NEWMAN: What we’'re tal king
about, is that we’re not sure, without know ng
alittle bit more about his situation, whet her
or not he woul d be.

MALE VOI CE 6: He even tal ked about
t he begi nni ng of the process, where he’s goi ng
to make his own wire.

MR. BOER: Well, if he’ s making his
Wi re, probably not.

MALE VOI CE 6: Ot herwi se, he [unin-
telligible]. [unintelligible]

MR. BOER: Ri ght.

MS. NEWMAN: Okay. | don’t know
whet her you want to el aborate on that, or...

MR. BOER: | think it’d probably be



better. | mean, | just...

MS. NEWMAN: That’s okay. Lawyers
are better at hedgi ng.

MR. BOER: | know. | mean | think
t hat dependi ng upon the... | mean | think de-
pendi ng upon exactly what the processis, it’s
possi bl e that the facility could qualify for
the article exemption. Makingwire, that’s
probably correct. He probably woul d not
gqualify for the article exenmption. Making
nails fromwre that’s already at the di ameter,
equal to the di ameter of the original wire, may
qualify for the article exenmption. Of course,
It would... | mean there are a nunber of fac-
tors that would come into play. Whether or not
t he hal f pound quantiti es exceeded, dependi ng,
| suppose, upon the number of nails they manu-
facture, and t he ampunt of material that’'s re-
noved. But it’s possiblethat it could qualify
for the article exenption.

| mean | think it’'s also inportant to
note that there are a number of “otherw se use”
exenptions that are mai ntai ned under the cur-
rent proposal for the PBT rule, and these coul d
| mpact whet her or not a facility m ght be re-
quired to report or not. One that conmes to
m nd, for instance, is the intake water exenp-
tion. So this was brought up, | think, by... |
don’t remember now, but it was brought up by
one commenter. So for instance, you're not
required to take i nto account anmbi ent | evel s of
| ead, for instance, that woul d be in water that
you receive fromoff site, if youtook it in
fromeither the nunicipality, or fromariver.



So that type of situati on woul d be exenpt ed.
Soit’s just something el seto consider when
you'retrying to determ ne whet her or not you
m ght trip the 10 pound threshold for lead, to
make sure t hat you consi der the avail abl e ex-
enpti ons.

MS. NEWMAN: For peopl e t hat have
very specific questions about their facilities,
and the applicability of the TRl requirenments
to them we do have a hotline, the EPCRA
Superfund Hotline that you can call and ask
speci fic questions about your facility, and how
the requirements apply to you. This number
actually was in the FRnotice, if you got it,
and probably any ot her notice that you got.

But in any case, it's atoll free number, 800-
535-0202, if you need to ask further questions
about specific situations. Any other ques-
tions? Well, we really appreci ate everybody
takingtinme to come, and t hese comment s were
very hel pful. W of course would really appre-
ciate your wwitten comments as well, if you
have tinme to submt those before December 16",
Do you have anything el se to add? Well, thank
you again. We appreciateit.

[ br eak]

MR. GREENE: Do you need identifica-
tion?

MS. NEWMAN: Yes, if you could just
i dentify yourself. Thank you.

MR. GREENE: M nane i s Al an Greene.
| work with Davis Wre in Hayward, California.
|"’d like to bring up several issues that we
have concerns about. The proposed rul es | ower -



ing thelead reportingthreshold, we feel are
going to i mpact numerous smal | busi nesses t hat
we supply steel wire to. The cal cul ations that
we have at this present time, or that the steel
wi re producing industry, the wire that we have,
contains 6 part per mllion, |lead. That’'s for
t he grade 1070. It varies slightly in between
t he grades, but... At that | evel, of 6 parts
per mllion, compani es that use 83 tons of our
steel wire per year, will nowbe requiredto
report under these reporting guidelines. Sone
of those conpani es woul d i ncl ude vi neyards,
manuf act uring of pail handles. These conpani es
are usi ng upwards of 100 to 150, 000 pounds.

| " msorry, 150,000 tons per year. And that

wi Il bringtheir | ead reporting well over the
10 pounds. The econom c i npact on themis go-
ing to be significant. A lot of themdon’t
have an i ncome over $700, 000. And the esti -
mat es t hat are com ng out of the AWPA, whi ch we
agree with, are that those costs are goingto
exceed $7, 000 per year to report. That in-
cludes t he added nedi cal expenses t hey have to
go t hrough, the monitoring processes t hey have
to go through. The processes that they use, or
the material that they' re using, i s not going
tosignificantly add to the environmental im
pact. The |l ead is bound. A small percent.

And for these reasons, we really believe that

t hese threshol ds are set too | ow, and that the
de mnims reporting needs to stay. Al owering
of the de mnim s amount, we’'re trying to work
on right now, and we will put in our witten
coments, as far as a suggesti on on what t hat



shoul d be.

When we manufacture our wire, we use
| ead in a significant amount. And although we
take all steps necessary, and that we can, to
remove the lead fromthe wire, thereis still
going to be trace amounts that go t hrough t he
manuf acturi ng process. We're al so | ooki ng at
the trace amounts that are in the different
conpounds we use for drawing the wire, and ac-
tually lubricatingit, because there are al so
t he possibility of addi ng small anmounts of | ead
intothis. AlIl of these things are goingto
| npact on those smal | busi nesses that receive
our product. We're already reporting onthis
| ead. So for themto turn around and doubl e
report, based on what we’ re doi ng al ready,
seens to be al nost |i ke a double slam if you
woul d.

You had asked for comments on t he
bi annual reporting. | don’t believe that bian-
nual reportingis goingto provide asignifi-
cant relief fromour reporting costs. We still
have to mai ntain the same processes to get that
I nformati on, so we’re tal ki ng about however
many specific hours that you tal k about, fill-
inginthe form Sothere’ s very little inpact
there for us. The elim nation of range report -
ing for the FormR s, this could have a sig-
ni fi cant added expense, especially for the
smal | er busi nesses that do busi ness wi th us.
They will be forced to hire outside consultants
t o conduct the necessary anal ysis for compiling
exact figures, and they won't be able to use
their own expert knowl edge to give you t he



ranges that are nowal |l owed. Your estimates
are that there’ s approxi mately 8, 100 busi nesses
t hat woul d be effected; of which, 5 100 woul d
be first time filers. W believe that that
nunmber is very |low. Where was that... | think
It was 2..220 wi re produci ng conpanies inthe
US; if each one had five customers, then doing
the math there, you’'re going to have... And we
have a | ot nmore than five custonmers. So your
nunbers are real | owthere.

Some of the customers that I’ mtal k-
I ng about, that will give you a general idea;
vi neyards, our plant alone, on a daily basi s,
we’ re maki ng approxi mately 25 to 50, 000 pounds
a day of steel for the vineyards to use. Like
t he pai nt can handl es that we have on the top
of the cans, we make in excess.for.. Nowthis
I s just for one producer of those, we make in
excess of 25,000 pounds per day for him And
thisis avery small business. And he’s just
got five or six people. He' s using alot of
wire. So we believe these rules, as they are,
wi | | have a significant econom ¢, and negati ve,
| mpact on our industry and our customers. |
noticed in your presentation that you had an
exenmption there for the stainless steel, brass.
| believe for steel products that we’'re talking
about, that exenmption m ght work to our ben-
efit, without significantly harm ngthe envi -
ronment, or having any negati ve adverse im
pacts. So it m ght be good to | ook at expand-
i ng those areas for businesses that fall in
t hose areas. That’'s all | have to say. Thank
you.



MR. RICE: Can | ask a coupl e of
questions?

MR. GREENE: Uh- huh.

MR. RICE: Is the wire that you're
manuf acturing, is that stainless steel, or is
it adifferent kind of steel?

MR. GREENE: No, it’s not stainless
steel. It’s regular steel. There are two ways
to get that steel. One... If you | ook at the
desi gnator onit, for instance | 10-70 steel, it
has a hi gher carbon content. | n our industry,
I f you put that.let’s say a 10-70, with an ell
inthe mddle, thenthat’'s made with a signifi-
cant amount of | ead, and we do not use t hose.
Some conpani es do, and that woul d change al |l of
t hese figures significantly. But those are not
I n general use, to ny knowl edge. We use zero.
So the amount of lead that’'s in those wires, is
smal | .

MR. RICE: Are you aware that the
reportingisrequiredfromfacilitiesincer-
tainindustries, and agricultural industries
are not covered by TRI. So farnms and vi ne-
yards, because they’'re not in subject SIC
codes, woul d not be subject to reporting.

MR. GREENE: No. That one | wasn’'t,
no.

MS. ROSSETOT: Wbuldn't his custonmers
be exenpt because of the article exemption? If
all they're doingis [unintelligible] and cut-
tingthewre, it’s anarticle, and it wouldn’t
be covered under the [unintelligible].

MR. RICE: The question fromthe au-
di ence was, woul dn’t the custonmers be covered



by the article exenption becausethewreis
bei ng cut and shaped, and retains it’s..does it
retainits exenption under the articl e exenp-
tion. And | think the way that we’ ve been
dealing with questi ons about the specificcir-
cumst ances at facilities, isthat wereally
need to know nore of the details about howit’s
used at the specific facilities. And we have
an EPCRA hotl i ne number that you can call, or,
you know, if the person..the conmpany that you' re
supplying towould liketocall, they can dis-
cuss the specifics of their situation, and t hey
can figure out of those sorts of exenptions
woul d apply to those specific circunstances.
And t hat nunber is in the Federal Register no-
tice for this nmeeting.

MS. ROSSETOT: [unintelligible]

MR. RICE: The question fromthe au-
dienceis, isn't 6 parts per mllion belowthe
de mnims concentration. Part of the |l ead
proposal istorenove the de m ni ms exenption
for the reporting of | ead and | ead conpounds.

MS. NEWMAN: Woul d you m nd j ust
talkingagainalittle bit about what your ..what
t he conmpani es that you supply to, make? You
did mention the pail handl es, were there ot her
t hi ngs?

MR. GREENE: Bedsprings. Sealy
Post urepedi c. Any kind of spring materi al .
Well, it’s awdelist.

MS. NEWMAN: Okay.

MR. GREENE: Let nme think here.

Steel rod for concrete reinforcenent. Bed-
springs. And anything that uses a coil spring,



basi cally woul d be one of our custoners. Gal -
vani zed wire for fencing. So we make a | ot of
different types of fencing. Not just for agri-
cul tural use, but also for industrial use.
Barbed wire. There’'s a wi de range of conpa-

ni es.

MS. NEWMAN: |’ mjust wondering, sort
of sitting and wonderi ng what SI C code t hey
woul d fall into. You may... | don’t knowif

you woul d know, have any good...

MR. GREENE: | don’t know of f hand,
no.

MS. NEWMAN: Yes.

MR. GREENE: 1’|l try to address that
when we...

MS. NEWMAN: One ot her thing that you
menti oned, | thought, was somet hi ng about how
facilities were going to have to do sone noni -
toring, and | don't knowif you' re aware, but
we don’t require nonitoring. |If monitoring
data is avail able, the facility al ready does
any ki nd of nonitoring, and t hat provi des t he
ki nd of data that we need for TRI, then t hey
shoul d use that. But they’'re not requiredto
do noni t ori ng.

MR. GREENE To get some of the fig-
ures, they’'re going to have to do sonet hi ng,
because ri ght now, they’ re doi ng not hi ng be-
cause they’'re not having to report anyt hi ng.

So that’'s going to have to start fromscratch
for them

MS. NEWMAN: Under TRI, we require
that facilities use the best readily avail able
information. So | just wanted to clarify that
we' re not requiring nonitoring. Thank you very
much.



